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UNIVERSITY BUILDING AND GROUNDS COMMITTEE
MEETING MINUTES
6 January 2012
Attendance:
Voting Members:
Matt Rizki, CECS
Linda Ramey, CEHS and Chair of Sustainability
Nick Reo, BSOM
Steffan Chinov, COLA
Lisa Kenyon, COSM/CEHS
Nick Reo, BSOM
Bill Wood, RSCOB
Members:
Dan Krane, Faculty President/COSM
Steve Young, Student Government
Vicky Davidson, Associate Vice‐President, Facilities Planning and Development
Jeff Trick, Director, Physical Plant
Mary Clem, Assistant Director, Client Services, CaTS
Marian Brainerd, Registrar Registrar's Office
Mary Holland, Associate Registrar Registrar's Office
Dave Bukovinsky, PAAC Chair/RSCOB
Guests:
Thomas Sudkamp, Associate Provost for Undergraduate Studies and University College
Barb Bullock, Assistant Vice President, Institutional Research
Call to Order
The meeting commenced at 10 AM.
Discussion
The topics for discussion included:
1. What is the room configuration needed to meet the future needs of students and faculty? Please see
the link for scale‐up classroom (http://scaleup.ncsu.edu/). Are there other learning environments that
we should consider?
2. What types of technology or features are needed and/or desired?
3. This building was originally conceived of as a standalone classroom building. Would it make sense to
combine it with other activities to address University space needs? If so, what combination of activities
would make the most sense to serve our students?
Dr. Tom Sudkamp provided a brief summary of the information that was reviewed when the decision was made
to build a new classroom building. He noted that the potential exists for a critical shortage of classrooms for
several reasons including (1) students will take five courses per semester instead of four courses per quarter
beginning in the fall 2012, (2) if the same number of FTEs is maintained moving to semesters, there will be a 25%
increase in the number of students in classrooms and (3) the new RCM funding model will favor a move to larger
class sizes for lower level courses. Although the revised time blocks adopted by the Senate will alleviate some of
the problems, the data suggests a need for several large classrooms (70 seat, 120 seat and 200+ seat capacity).

1. The UBGC asked Dr. Sudkamp for his recommendation for classroom sizes and types, and he stated
based on his analysis we need:
•
•
•

1 tiered classroom with a capacity of 225 seats
3 tiered classrooms with a capacity of 120 seats
2 scale‐up style classroom (1 with 100 seat capacity and 1 with 180‐200 seat capacity)

2. The UBGC asked Dr. Sudkamp if his recommendation accounted for the expected growth in enrollment,
and he indicated that his analysis allowed for a 2% annual growth. His recommendation would result in
the addition of approximately 800 classroom seats and should cover enrollment growth for
approximately ten years.
3. Several members of the UBGC noted that the decision to teach lower level classes in larger classrooms is
a fundamental change in the educational culture of Wright State. This move will align Wright State with
larger university such as Ohio State where freshmen students have limited direct contact with the
faculty. The Student Government representative stated that no student would ever favor moving to
increased class sizes. A member of the committee noted that the alternative is to increase the size of the
faculty and preserve the small introductory level classes.
4. The need to build flexible classrooms that support alternative styles of instruction is an important
component of the design. Specifically the classroom design should allow for a high level of faculty‐
student interaction so the students feel connected.
5. The UBGC asked that the new classrooms include state‐of‐art technology with a strong emphasis on
visual technology including multiple independent projection screens and distance learning capabilities. It
is also important to provide electrical power to all students. Most importantly the classrooms should be
designed to provide the ability to readily deploy new technology when available. One member of the
committee noted increased technology is sometimes deployed at the expense of real communication.
We must not become more interested in efficiency than effectiveness. Another member noted that
sometimes as technology increases attendance decreases. It was noted that scale‐up classrooms are
designed to create an active learning environment so attendance is even more important.
6. The UBGC stated that any new building should include tunnel access, provide excellent access for
persons with disability, perhaps incorporate some type of covered drop‐off point for students and
include the latest techniques in sustainability.
7. The Director of Physical Plant noted that there are a number of items that can be incorporated into the
new building to increase its energy efficiency and also lower the University’s carbon footprint. He plans
to provide the committee with a more detailed list of suggestions.
8. The committee also discussed the potential of moving additional student services into the new building.
There was strong agreement that if adequate funds are available it would be beneficial to localize all
freshmen student services (University College, advising, tutoring service, remedial instruction, etc.) into
the new building. The consensus of the committee is that this is a unique opportunity to improve
student access to critical services while returning space to CONH and COSM.
9. The committee discussed the location of the new building. There was general agreement that the new
building should not be placed near Millet Hall. This area is already too congested and there is limited
access to student parking. The UBGC strongly recommends that the building be placed near the Student
Union to provide students access to food services and recreational facilities. This also places the building

near the largest student parking area and is consistent with the Campus Master Plan that calls for re‐
routing University Boulevard and building new student housing around lot 4.
10. The committee agrees with the decision to build scale‐up classrooms because it promotes strong
faculty‐student interaction even in large classrooms, but also allows for the construction of large non‐
tiered classrooms that can be re‐purposed in the future if necessary. Since scale‐up classrooms
represent a new approach to instruction at Wright State, the committee also recommends the
University construct one or two 50‐60 seat scale‐up classroom in available swing space as soon as
possible to allow faculty to begin experimenting with this new style of instruction.
Adjourned
The meeting ended at 12 noon.

